UNEP/IEG/IGSP/EX/1/2

UNEP/IEG/IGSP/EX/1/2


	UNITED

NATIONS
	
	EP

	
	
	UNEP/IEG/IGSP/EX/1/2

	
[image: image1.wmf][image: image2.png]



	United Nations

Environment 

Programme
	Distr.: General

21 June2004

Original: English


Expert Consultation on an Intergovernmental Strategic Plan for

Technology Support and Capacity-building

Geneva, 17-18 June 2004
Expert Consultation on an Intergovernmental Strategic Plan for Technology Support and Capacity-building:

Summary of the deliberations of experts

The Expert Consultation on an Intergovernmental Strategic Plan for Technology Support and Capacity-building was held in Geneva on 17 and 18 June 2004.   The purpose of the consultation was to elicit the views of experts and institutions active in the field of technology support and capacity-building for the information of the High-level Open-ended Intergovernmental Working Group on an Intergovernmental Strategic Plan for Technology Support and Capacity-building in pursuance of decision SS.VIII/1 of the Governing Council.  Experts present at the meeting (see the list contained in the appendix) examined and debated relevant issues on the basis of the documentation available to the High-level Open-ended Intergovernmental Working Group.  Following extensive discussions, the experts agreed that the following statement on basic principles should be conveyed to the High-level Open-ended Intergovernmental Working Group to guide the development of an intergovernmental strategic plan for technology support and capacity-building.   The issues addressed by the experts are also outlined below. 
I.
Statement on basic principles to guide the development of an intergovernmental strategic plan for technology support and capacity-building

(a) The primary focus of the intergovernmental strategic plan on technology support and capacity-building should be on supporting the development of Governments’ and other stakeholders’ ability to develop and implement environmental policy and internationally agreed environmental objectives at the national level;

(b) A new strategic approach to capacity-building should be developed that will:

(i) Respond dynamically to needs, priorities and opportunities identified by national Governments;

(ii) Help governments and other stakeholders to mainstream approaches to environmental protection within wider processes of economic and social development;

(iii) Support the development and retention of capacity over the long-term, through investing in the development of sustainable, effective institutions and processes rather than one-off projects and workshops;

(iv) Seek to effect change at a systemic level by using holistic, multi-sectoral and multi-disciplinary approaches (e.g., involving policy development, training, scientific research, and where appropriate support for entrepreneurship);

(v) Maximize the efficiency of capacity-building activities through exploiting synergies between activities on different issues and minimize the cost of participation for all stakeholders, particularly those from developing countries;

(vi) Seek to coordinate with, build on and develop synergies with existing capacity‑building activities being undertaken within UNEP, by UNDP and other United Nations and Bretton Woods organizations and by civil society groups and the private sector;

(vii) Use a bottom-up approach to developing capacity-building initiatives at the regional and international levels based on the needs, priorities and opportunities expressed by Governments and stakeholders at the national level, including policy and professional networks, partnerships and centres of excellence;

(c) Capacity building and technology support should be developed within the context of sustainable development, based on the following principles:

(i) A participatory approach should be adopted for all capacity-building activities, involving all relevant stakeholders including, as appropriate, national Governments and local authorities, the private sector, academics, civil society groups, trade unions and communities.  Participatory approaches should be used in the assessment of needs and the design, implementation and evaluation of capacity-building activities;

(ii) Capacity-building activities should be developed with respect and consideration for cultural and language differences;

(iii) Decision-making processes and capacity-building activities should be developed in a transparent manner and free access to information about capacity-building activities should be provided;

(iv) The impact of all capacity-building activities should be monitored and evaluated on an ongoing basis and in a meaningful way, e.g., through assessing impact “on the ground”.  Feedback mechanisms should be developed to ensure that the outcomes of monitoring activities are reflected in future capacity-building activities;

(v) UNEP should be accountable for the effectiveness of capacity-building activities;

(vi) Equality of access to capacity building activities should be ensured, including by vulnerable groups;

(vii) UNEP should seek to maintain its neutrality at all times in developing and implementing capacity building activities.

II.
Issues addressed during the consultation

Focusing on implementation 

1. In line with the outcome of the World Summit on Sustainable Development, a central focus needs to be placed on the implementation and the development of institutional capacity for implementation. Capacity-building activities need to be placed in the context of sustainable development and achieving the ultimate goal of the implementation of agreed goals and targets, including the Millennium Development Goals.  

Systemic analysis

2. A systemic analysis and approach are necessary. Activities of all relevant actors should be observed, and the role of UNEP in the system should be identified.

Needs assessment

3. It is necessary to address “who”, “what”, and “why” in considering capacity-building.

4. There is a need to build the capacity of actors to assess their own needs and gaps.  Gaps and needs should be assessed in a realistic manner.

5. There is a need to evaluate the impact of capacity-building activities at each stage of implementation.

6. There is a need to identify capacity deficit, such as gaps in knowledge of the environment, analysis of policy impacts and familiarity with relevant instruments and policy options.

7. Depending on the state of development (for example, least developed country, industrializing developing country, or specific language group of countries), needs in capacity-building will be different.

8. Assessment should be conducted to identify vulnerable groups (such as women and children) at which capacity-building should be targeted.     
Demand-driven approach

9. A client- centered approach, the client being one who seeks capacity-building or technology, was stressed. There is a need for capacity-building to identify what is best for such a “client”.

10. The problem of donor-defined activities through trust funds and other arrangements outside of internationally agreed frameworks, rather than capacity-building efforts driven by the needs of developing countries, should be addressed.

Building sustainable capacity 

11. Capacity should be developed over the long-term, rather than the short-term through “one-off” projects and workshops.

12. There is a need to consider capacity for education, training and learning.  Certain differences between capacity development, training and learning should be noted.

13. Capacity-building in training, including training of trainers, is important.
14. There is the need to ensure that capacity development leads to learning for those involved in implementation. 
15. There is a need to engage locally available knowledge sources, such as universities, which are often neglected in capacity-building and technology support programmes.

16. There is a need to devise strategies for capacity-building at all levels, including local and sub-national levels, in order to address environmental problems at various levels, starting with local problems.
17. Partnerships between research and teaching institutions (North-South and South-South) should be encouraged.

18. Capacities should be developed for enabling public policy and the development and maintenance of professional networks.

19. The private sector should be fully engaged, in particular through mainstreaming capacity-building and technology support into type II projects. 
Resources

20. Financing is a key in sustaining capacity-building efforts.  Resource mobilization strategies should be further developed and strengthened to address the need for financial resources for technology support and capacity-building.   

21. There is a lack of clarity and accessibility on the part of financial mechanisms to address capacity-building needs.
22. There is a need to provide accurate knowledge concerning financing.

Policy, institutional and legal issues

23. There is a need to evaluate the policy development capacity of developing countries in integrating the environmental dimension into poverty reduction strategy papers.
24. There are shortcomings in institutional structures, lack of coordination and insufficient resources (human, etc) within developing countries.
25. There is a need to build capacity for negotiating processes (multilateral environmental agreements, World Trade Organization (WTO)), national research and analysis, domestic dissemination and implementation, and for better utilization of existing international mechanisms (e.g., WTO dispute resolution). 
26. The role of centres of excellence and the importance of networking among them are underscored.

27. There is a need to develop capacities for enabling institutional networks.
28. Consideration should be given to enhancing policy support, policy coherence and sound policy frameworks.

29. Institutional reform, in the context of international environmental governance, including that of UNEP, should be considered, while addressing technology support and capacity-building.  This will need to be further addressed from the perspectives of coordination and collaboration by different agencies in this field.  

30. The overriding importance of the principle of maintaining neutrality of the secretariat, particularly in new, emerging and sensitive areas such as biosafety, needs to be recognized. 
Toward a holistic and integrated approach

31. During the period prior to the Rio Summit, a sectoral approach to the environment was commonly observed among intergovernmental organizations.  In the post-Rio era, an integrated approach to the environment and sustainable development has become more common among intergovernmental organizations.

32. There is a need to consider a broader, more holistic picture of sustainable development, and bearing in mind that picture, capacity-building and technology support in the field of the environment need to be addressed.

Multilateral environmental agreements

33. Developing countries continue to require support in addressing the sectoral issues under different multilateral environmental agreements in a coherent and integrated manner by strengthening legislation and institutional arrangements for implementation.
34. There is a need to further address the role, activities and experiences of multilateral environmental agreements in providing capacity-building and coordinating with United Nations organizations.

35. It should be noted that multilateral environmental agreements (such as the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, the Convention on Biological Diversity and the United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification in those Countries Experiencing Serious Drought and/or Desertification, Particularly in Africa) address capacity needs within their mandates.  GEF and UNDP have implemented good capacity development initiatives. 

36. The potential synergies among multilateral environmental agreements (for example those on chemicals and wastes) should be examined when national implementation plans are developed.  A broad based capacity-building, involving all stakeholders, should be addressed in that context.

37. The UNEP/GEF project concerning national biosafety frameworks is noted as an example of a good model.

Coordination and consultation

38. A large number of uncoordinated activities in capacity-building by different actors at different levels appear to have overburdened both assistance recipients and donors in the field, with no clear evidence of benefits.
39. There is the need for enhanced multi-stakeholder dialogue and consultation among various actors involved in capacity-building at an early stage.

40. Good examples of UNDP/UNEP cooperation at the country and regional levels have been noted.  Coordination at the headquarters levels needs to be improved.
Technology issues

41. There is a need to foster strategies to support entrepreneurship as an engine of technology innovation.
42. There is a need to develop enabling environments for small business and local entrepreneurs to advance technology innovation, as well as a need to promote small-scale financing for them.

43. Regarding information and communication technologies, it is useful to note both their usefulness as well as their limitations. In the case of Internet-based online training, setting target groups, with appropriate follow-up with face-to-face training, can contribute to achieving environmental objectives.  While knowledge can be enhanced through such e-learning, development of skills is not certain.  The role of information and communication technologies in fostering South-South cooperation should be explored. 
44. It is important to address the role of laws and regulations in facilitating technology innovation, dissemination and diffusion.
45. A focus should be placed on affordable, appropriate technologies, drawing upon, among other things, indigenous knowledge and technologies.  

46. Creating an enabling environment for innovation and transfer and dissemination of technology for sustainable development requires coordination at the national and regional levels.  Countries within regional organizations, as well as different ministries within individual countries, should work together to take full advantage of the flexibilities of the WTO TRIPS (Trade-related aspects of intellectual property rights) agreement. Agreement to ensure intellectual property laws and regulations promotes innovation and technology transfer in a manner conducive to social, environmental, and economic welfare.
47. UNEP should consider creating new awards or incentives for technology adaptation or innovation that contribute to environmentally sustainable development in developing countries, in order to encourage and promote best practice initiatives that are replicable.

Information and knowledge base

48. It is important to ensure equal access to information, using understandable formats.  Equal access to information, however, should be examined carefully, when it relates to access to indigenous knowledge 

49. There is ongoing work, such as that in the context of the Asia-Pacific Forum for Environment and Development (APFED), in developing a database of inventory of capacity-building activities as well as a database on best policy practices, with a view to enhancing regional capacity-building efforts.  Greater efforts should be made to develop a comprehensive knowledge base. 

Regional dimension

50. There is a need to build capacity in both the North and the South.  It is necessary to consider the North-South as well as the South-South context in addressing capacity building.  In addition, there should be a better understanding among donors of conditions in recipient countries.

51. Basel Convention regional centres provide a good example of how regional institutional arrangements can be made to promote capacity-building activities at the regional level. 
With regard to the future plan

52. The future intergovernmental strategic plan should set out a vision of what ought to be achieved.  Such a vision could clearly place the actual needs of developing countries and countries with economies in transition at the centre as the driving force to define its direction.  

53. It would be useful to consider ideal situations and then identify measures needed to bridge the current gap.  
54. There is a need to further define the meaning of capacity-building for the purpose of the future intergovernmental strategic plan.
55. Principles, such as the participatory approach and transparency, should be set out in the plan.
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